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FEDERAL COMMUNiCATiONS Cll4MISSION
CfF1CE OFT/iE SECRET.AAY

Commission

KILLINGWORTH. CONNECTICUT 064"1372

25 Miles + Northeast of New Haven
Only TV Station I can get witho~efVED
or Antenna is WNTH Channel 8 ABtl~'J

5 March 93
The Commissioners
Federal Communications
1919 M St N.W.
Washington D.C.
20554

In Re State of Connecticuts request request
Franchise Area vicinity Fairfield
New Haven Home Areas.

to have Cablevision
part of the Hartford

Sirs:

At first glance this would appear to be a very simple
request. I am not an attorney~ but being retired I have time
to read several newspapers so I Perhaps can see parts of this
picture that are not readily apparent from what one might
read/see in media re Cablevision wanting to drop Channel 30~NBC

8 ABC~ 3 CBS and 61 Fox in favor of the basically Network
"Home Stations" in New York City.

This also involves, I think~ a lot bigger can of
worms that involves SYNDEX, The National Basketball Association
The National Hockey League and maybe the National Football

f
A-U

League. If my memory serves~ a CT resident who is a Knicks
(NY NBA) filed suit against the Statt!e ~of CT relative his
not being able to get the Knicks on his local cable station
because he was domiciled in an area that was Celtics sphere
of dominance? I don't get the Hartford Paper so I don't know
what the outcome of that suit was~ and I do not recall it
being reported in the Daily Sunday NY Times, daily Middletown
Press, or weekend editions of NH Register.

I was born in Washington D. C. In my 29 years in
Navy~ I was in and out of Washington. I was a Redskin fan
when Mr. ~1 ar s hal 1: 0 f Pal a i s La undry fa me br 0 ugh t the ski ns
to D. C. from Boston .afl"d 1efore TV ~ the Home teams in at
least NFC East had to save 3500 seats for sale to the visiting
teams, and I and 2~400 Redskins fans would ride thr:e~ sp~.C:""al
t r a ins toP hi 1a del phi a 0 r New Yo r k and mar ch· i ntot5:e Stad 1 urn
behind the one and only Redskin's band.

When Abe Pollin established the Caps as an'~HL
team because my young son was deep into Children1s Hbckey~

a Club that sponsored a full range of Children's HOG~ey

that I was a member of had a small number of seasont,ickets
to Cap's home games in which the parents/children co':uJd
bid for the tickets. I was and am a Caps fan. My particular
cable operator is Storer Clinton~ tl·e ,carries .l'1SG,hich
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shows some Ranger Caps Games, but only a limited number
can be carried on Storer Cinton because of blackout requiremen
of the Hartford Whalers. Similarly my Cable carries Channel
388 out of Boston that shows some Bruins Caps games, but
are often blocked out again by Whalers.

The Whalers have a tie in with Sports Channel. Sports e
a ccording to Storer will not sell Sports Channel to Storer

unless Storer is willing to pay for it for each subscriber
regardless of whether that subssriber is paying for the
2nd tier Storer which I am as I want TNT etc (These are not
the socalled pr~mium Channesl such as HBO, Disney etc)

One of the Ct State Agencies has loaned a fair amount of
the Taxpayers Money to help the Whalers, the details of
which are not clear in my mind, but I doubt that the
Attor~y General of CT talked to the Whalers Manage~ent

about their restrictive black out rights. I cannot s~te

from my personal knowledge that Attoraey General Blumenthal
or his staff were specifically aware of this Yes I have
bought tickets to the Whaler's in Hartford (ips lost) and
written letters to Mr. Gordon protesting Sports Channels
misleading advertisement in the Whalers Catalogues. Mr.
Gordon CEO of Whalers too busy to reply to my complaint.

CBS Hartford is a homer as far as the Giants Football
Team is concerned. Even Showed Guns of Navaronne rather
than Skins Dall~s as part of double header. (More money in
local adds for a Movie) CBS NY will advertise a prime
game in involving Skins and CBS affiliate in Hartford carries
something else.

NBC Hartford has taken a different tack--the Poor Patriots
have done so poorly that Channel 30 has a telephone poll
offering two choices for their Sunday broadcast.

While I am digressing, your truth in advertising section
might address a "no tice ll to CBS, ABC, NBS (and Turner and
ESPN) that there is no such thing as a NY Giant except in
memory. The Giant football team removed the NY from their
helmet. They Play in Din (non NY) GIANTS Stadium in
the Meadowlands Sports Complex in New Jersey. The articles
in the print media refer to East Rutherford N.J. as point
of origin. Nynex Phone book for Manhattan I: show a NJ
phone number. Take NY out of the Giants.

To return to the basic issue. Even the NH Register
Cable Columnist correctly reported what was at issue
long before the State got into the act--I personally see
nothing wrong with Cablevision engaging in strategic
bargaining to avoid paying for the use of the Signal of
8 3 and 30 and probably 61 if they are currently getting
it for free. The existing non cable channels are not going
to loose anything--they never have been paid for it.
If Cablevision has to pay for those signals--it is crystal
clear who is going to get that cost passed directly on
to them--the consumer which is me and thousands like me
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and I can assure you that I have never heard a consumer say
he wanted to pay more for the same thing.

I am well aware that you did not write the law that is
going to go into effect shortly, and unfortunately your,
powers are somewhat limited.

But if you are going to rule on whether Fairfield is
in the home market of New Haven and Hartford stations
as a minimum run some simple signal checks--If the aggreived
stations signal does not reach Fairfield without amplification
then they are out.

The Attached NY Times article says law permits negotiation
I see no signs of it now.

The Attorney General is on record or will be, fine
include in the matter, Syndex of the Whaler's and rights
of viewers of MSG for Rangers for which I am paying Storer
likewise for 388 out of Framingham for Bruins.

Taken NY out of Giants should be able to be effected
with a simple one line notice directing all carriers to
delete NY. If you are not going to do that--then move the
Phoenix Cardinals back to Chicago where they ca~ from
name wise--similarly Indianapolis Colts will henceforth
be called Baltimore Colts etc.

You may well say that I am mixing apples, oranges and
grapefruit. I say it is all fruit salad and you have
an opportunity to stud~ a lot of perc~dVed wrongs at the
same time

Sincerely,
)

l.,"/ ItE"r..lr'-J >{
Encl NY Times 4 Mar P.W.Evans
CC Richard Blumenthal, Esq

Cablevision if I can find an address
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§tate of Qtonnecticuf
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

STATE CAPITOL
HARTFORD, CONN. 06106

REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM R, DYSON
NINETY -FOURTH DISTRICT

P,O BOX 2064
NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 06521

TELEPHONE
240-0390

1-800-842-8267

February 24, 1993

Irene Tripodi
General Manager
Cablevision of Connecticut
28 Cross Street
Norwalk, CT 06851

Dear Ms. Tripodi:

RECEIVE~} .),51 i
~

APR - 9' '993

CHAIRMAN
APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE

MEMBER
EDUCATION COMMITTEE

I am writing to express my displeasure of the plans that
Cablevision of Connecticut has to discontinue broadcasting Connecticut
signals and replace them with New York signals.

Yale-New Haven Hospital offers Connecticut important health care
services. These services reaches the public through the public
service and news reports of Connecticut television. In the long run
your proposed changes would undermine the visibility of Yale-New Haven
Hospital.

These changes will undoubtedly be the cause of many negative
consequences for the people and the state of Connecticut.

Sincerely,

p~~-;:-",,_,

Honorable William R. Dyson

No. of
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By GEORGE JUDSON likely to delay action on Cablevision's The announ~ment quickly drew
, Speclalto The New York Times plans to change its programming - D· h · protests from some customers, from
ST~MFORD, Conn., March 3...... and on Mr. Blumenthal's request to lspute lnges on the stations, and from many politi-

The _cable-television cbmpany serv- revoke the company's licenses - un- h J fi' • • f cians, including Mr. Blumenthal and
.Ing SGuthwestern Connecticut stood til the F.C.C. -issues regulations in t e Ue ,n,t,on 0 Gov. Lowell P. Weicker Jr. In a state
firm against state officials today, April clari~ying the 199~law.., . that has always suspected the loyalty
saying it would drop Connecticut's ''That WIll give some time to deter- home market ' of Fairfield County, so· near New
broadcast stations unless the stations mine what can or can't be done by the • York City, Cablevision's threat of se-
agree'd to waive fees for their signals. F.C.C. or by us," said Beryl Lyons, a cession stung.

The company,{;ablevision, said the spokeswoman for the agency, whose ,CablevisiOh subsequently said it
Connecticut stations, broadcasting officials met today with Ca!>levis!on ary that it was dropping Connect!- would keep the Connecticut stations,
from Hartford an4 New Haven, are executives, Mr. Blumenthal, and rep- cut's broadcast stations to make, but only if they agreed to forgo any
not part of the home market of Its resentatives from the state's broad- .rooR) for new specialty channels, in- .fees that the Federal law entitled
franchises, and so are not entitled to . Clift stations. . cluding the Sci-Fi Ch~nnel a,nd the. them to negotiate. Until now, cable
fees that' a 1992 Federal law allows By extending the period of advance Cartoon Network. companies have not had to pay fees.
local·broadcast stations to negotiate n6tice that Cabrevision must give for' Protests Fro", Customers Cablevision also .said i, wanted the
with .~able operators. programming changes, Ms. Lyons. . . . . public utility departmen\ to expedite

. i 1 )' ion said, theoagency could b.lock the com- TM C?nnectl<::ut statlons~ the com- the renewal ¢ its franchise licenses,
• L ke y to De ay Act. pany from dropping Connecticut"sta-' pany saId, dU~hca~ed statIons. f~om which expire in 1996 and 1998..

Bui Attorney General RIchard Blu-. tions during that time. . . New York, .whlch mclud~s FaIrfIeld . Mr. Blumenthal-said his'petition to
menthal said he would petition. the ~ut a lawyer for Cable"isioo, Rob- Co~nty· In Its broadca~t market. It ~he F.C.C. would block cablevlsion
~ral Communlcati0':ls. ~ommis-.· ert P. Knickerbocker, said that Action Sl;ud a new. Connecticut Channel· fro)ll dropping the stations until the
slC~n to declare Cablevlslon s' fran- would be unconstitutional, because would carry selected newsca~ts, Federal agency makes a ruling. •
Chl~ area part of the Hartford and th~ agency cannot dictate the pr<J. sports and other ~Q!::al pr~grammmg "What they're doing, really," he
Ne)t': Haven !:lome market, thus re- gramming that cablecomparnes cat- from the Connecticut stations. .. said of CabJevislon, "is holding the
qUll.K1g the company.to carry the ry. "And by freeZing programming ~ survey of customers, Cabl~vlSlon consumers of Connecticut in a hlgh-

.~tapons. . '" as it currently exists," he said, saId, fou.nd they f.avored droppmg the stakes game of chicken while at-
, ~e State Departme~t of Pubhc "that's What they would be doing.... ConnectIcut sta.t1o~s to make room tempting to bolster ~eir bargaining
Utlhty Control, meanWhile, appeared Cablevision announced in Febru- for new programmmg. position against broadcast·stations."

,,\



Chairman
Federal Communicat~ons Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Chairman:

'~~,"~~~
'APR - 9' '993. ~"I lWNFEDERAL ro.IMUNlCATlOOS ca.wISSlON

'fFICE OF THE SECRETARY 031\13031::1

OCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

~:
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~

March 12, 1993

As Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission, I am writing
to you in an effort to inform you about my views on the "MUST
CARRY" bill that requires your approval.

An equitable "MUST CARRY" is vital in order to protect the viewer's
constitutional right to free broadcast programming and information
offered by all local stations. A "MUST CARRY" must make it
possible for all local stations to be carried on local cable
systems. A minimum viewing standard is the objective of "MUST
CARRY." Excluding any licensed broadcast station as part of "MUST
CARRY" is NOT in the public interest.

It is crucial that viewers be allowed their constitutional right to
view free programming and free information offered by KHSH TV 67.
Viewers should be allowed to receive ALL the FREE stations when
they subscribe to a cable company.

KHSH TV 67 produces a program on issues concerning the community.
The "In Your Interest," I believe, is an important component to the
offering of information to the people of Alvin and the Houston
Metropolitan area. It is vital to all viewers to have access to
the 13 hours of public information that is provided by KHSH TV 67.
I have been an invited guest on Channel 67 I S issue responsive
program "In Your Interest" to discuss matters of concern to ALL
viewers. In it's unique format, "In Your Interest" affords a wider
segment of the viewing audience the opportunity to gain important
information that we discussed and presented differently from the
traditional public affairs formats.

I urge you to reject any proposal which would bar ANY local
television stations from being carried on local cable systems. As
a licensed television station, KHSH TV 67 is dedicated to serving
the public. Any artificial constraint on their ability would harm
the community KHSH is licensed to serve.

I urge you to keep KHSH TV 67 accessible to all viewers.

----_._--.
105 WEST WILLIS
P.O. BOX 2028
ALVIN, TX 77512-2028
(713) 331-3944
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Federal Communication
Cable TV Branch
1919 M St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Sirs: Re:

Commission

Cable TV Bill

Groups have made it terrible forOnce again the Special Interest
the folks back horne.

When this bill was debated on the House floor which we viewed on
C-SPAN we were assured what has happened to us would not!!
"We would still have our Cable channels without any rate increase"
and on and on the glowing words ran on.

We here in southern New Mexico are being dominated by the so-called
"Area of Dominant Influence" of El Paso. Have now had two stations
blacked out. We were assured that this could only happen when the
two stations had simultaneous telecasts. NOW- it means ALL programs.

First it was the ABC station KVIA of EI Paso removing the Albuquerque
station, KOAT from which we receive all of our news and oth~r interesting
programs concerning our State Legislature and northern newS affecting
our area here in the south. Now, KCIK removes KTTV from Los Angeles.

IF we only wanted NBC, CBS or ABC out of
signed on for Cable TV. El Paso does NOT

El Paso none of us would have
serve our needs!

Because of this above mentioned affair, our cable has now blacked out
2 channels and raised our rates as well! Less service for more price!

The more we learn about the clause concerning "MUST CARRY CHANNELS"
the worse it becomes. Our rates will increase again with less service
and service of things we do NOT want!

PLEASE re-consider what this ~Ill does to us.

We opposed this bill as debated on the House Floor and are more than
vehemently opposed to the way it is being implemented now.

Sincerely,

Marjorie S. Yaryan
1715 W. Boutz Rd.
Las Cruces, N.M. 88005-3858 o---
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William Lord
',' 32 Flying Cloud Road ~

Stamford, CT 06902 ~

961-8131

Ms. Donna Garofano
Director of Government & Public Mfairs
Cablevision of Connecticut
Norwalk, CT

Dear Ms. Garofano:

!
': .: ' /

RECEIVEDq) .2511
APR-9199J~

FEDERAl ro.flidNit:AilCWS CIlMMSSlON
(fFlCE OF THE SECRETARY

February 18, 1993

It is distressing indeed to see a publicly regulated Connecticut cable
company 'pull the plug' on this state's television programming. If your goal
was to eliminate duplication between New York City's stations and
Connecticut's network outlets, why didn't you drop New York? We can
easily receive those stations off-the-air.

I support the statements of Attorney General Richard Blumenthal and his
subsequent contact with the Department of Public Utility Control. I
seriously doubt that you have the legal right to excerpt this state's television
programming for your proposed Connecticut Channel. Under FCC
regulations. a station must give permission for its programming to be
reused. I trust that those stations affected will deny you the privilege of
editing their material for your narrow purposes. If I can't tape a program off
the air and replay it in my home for a profit (invited, paying guests). then
you shouldn't be able to profit from similar ·piracy.'

If Cablevision believes that WTBS in Atlanta is more important to Connecti­
cut viewers than VvTNH, you can count me out as a continuing cable
customer.

William Lord

cc: Attorney General Blumenthal, State Department of Public Utility
Control, WTNH, FCC-Cable Television Branch

("if, nr 1.'~(·'·lk't: ~ec"'i' "~.,. '1.", .-r:ioJrt~...." • 'l"l; I

I i:'1 " :.:< f' I) E -~----.,.,.,\'\ r~ l...,- '...~ .~ ••

-'------_._--
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

'APR ~ 9: 1993

fEDERAL C{).iMJJNiCATIOOS~MISSlON
CfFICE OF THE SECRETARY

CITflEeERIG'"
CON N e:CTICU+ ~d'o1b1RECEIVED

~PR·~ 9' 19~'\

FEDERAL C~MJNICATICWS COVMI:-J$i()r~
CfFiCE OF THE SECRETMY

'."
JOHN C. DANI£I.S

MAYOR

March 2, 1993

Irene Tripodi
General Manager
Connecticut Cablevision
28 Cross Street
Norwalk, CT 06851

Dear Ms. Tripodi:

I am writing to you concerning your company's proposal to
discontinue broadcasting Connecticut signals to your customers.

We are living in a volatile time in our state's history. Now
more than ever before citizens must work cooperatively, com­
munities must share burdens with their neighbors, and we must
all work closer together to realize our goals.

Your proposal would be extremely detrimental to the spirit of
cooperation and regionalism we are striving to achieve. Keeping
citizens informed is a sacred duty, a responsibility that must
not be taken lightly.

I urge you to reconsider this plan, and to invest
and time to increase communication of local news;
in our Iives-.......'.- .

..,./ ;'
I ./ .'

/ Sincer~.ty, (J

~f.&m.;l
lSohn C. DanielsI Mayor

cc: Governor Lowell F. Weicker
Alfred C. Sikes
Donald Farver

your creativity
a vital component

:-.:~::)

_._._------
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PAUL L. CHAMPANIER
64 BENSTONE STREET

STAMFORD, CT 06905-3516

February 19,1993

Federal Communications Commission
Mass Media complaints
1919 M Street North West
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Sirs:

qJ- -2S9
RECEIV'E~

IAPR -·9' 1993

FEDERAL CCMMUNICAliOOS COMMISSION
a:FlCE OF THE SECRElARV

r' .:'

Attached is a letter to Cablevision of Connecticut regarding their intention to drop
Connecticut television stations, WFSB, WVIT, WTIC, WTNH, and WTXX.

We feel that this action is a failure of Cablevision to provide local coverage for
connecticut residents, and we urge the FCC to designate Connecticut stations as local
for Connecticut, not New York City.

Thank you for your consideration.

1 end

-----._---- ...._-----------



PAUL L. CHAMPANIER
64 BENSTONE STREET

STAMFORD, CT 06905-3516

February 19,1993

Eileen McHail
Cablevision of connecticut
28 Cross Street
Norwalk, CT 06851-4613

Dear Ms McHail:

This is to let you know that my wife and I are very unhappy with Cablevision's
plans to drop full coverage of Connecticut TV stations, especially, WTNH,
andWTXX.

Although we are pleased with your plans to add the E channel and the Science
Fiction channel, we feel that dropping Connecticut coverage is a grave disservice to
those of us serviced by Cablevision of Connecticut.

If you need space, consider dropping the New York stations which do not give us
the Connecticut coverage we need. Those of us in this area are still Connecticut
residents, affected by Connecticut news and politics, not by New York City news.
Need we remind you that you are Cablevision of Connecticut, not Cablevision of
New York.

Once again, Cablevision is demonstrating continued arrogance to its customers
needs and wishes.

Please add our names to those opposed to the cancellation of full Connecticut
coverage.

Sincerely yours,

Paul L. Champanier

cc: Donna Garofano
FCC Mass Media Complaints

Linda H. Champanier
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February 16, 1993

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL
Yale New Haven

Hospital
20 York Street, New Haven, CT 06504

I,..i ..-.-.: J
'.' ,..,

Irene Tripodi
General Manager
Cablevision of Connecticut
28 Cross Street
Norwalk, CT 06851

Dear Ms. Tripodi:

RECEIVED

fAPR - 9'1993

FEDERAL COMMiJN!GATlOOS CC».IMISSfON
a=FICE OF THE SECRETARY

I was shocked by the announcement this morning that Cablevision of Connecticut intends,
in essence, to pull the plug on Connecticut television. Your plan to discontinue broadcasting
Connecticut signals and replace them with New York signals is an insult to the people on whose
behalf you have been granted a monopoly.

What can you say to the neighbors in Woodbridge - one of whom wants to watch WVIT
at 6:00 pm and the other who wants to watch WFSB at the same time? How will their needs
be met by your proposal? And how are the viewers in Norwalk intended to get coverage of
Connecticut issues? Will it be necessary for them to rely on your judgement of the correct
newscast to carry on your condensed Connecticut broadcast?

Orange is barely two miles from Yale-New Haven. WFSB and WVIT are in the area
covering events on a daily basis. New York television is here less than once a month. What
sort of public service will they provide the people in this region? We offer Connecticut
important health care services which are often unduplicated in the state. Often the public learns
of these services and the services of other hospitals through the public service and news reports
on Connecticut television. We will no longer be able to share crucial health care information
with large segments of our service areas because of your intended action.

Your changes are a slap in the face of the people and state of Connecticut. I hope you
reconsider. The inevitable backlash would best be avoided.

Sinc;;ily,

---1~ WI,
Thomas M. Urtz
Director of Public Re

copy: Federal Communications Commission
Gov. Lowell Weicker
New Haven Delegation
New Haven Board of Aldermen

I~O. 0;

'".i~l ,

.._--"._-".._-------------
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Michael T. & Jean P. Gray
P.o. Box 11050

Truckee, CA 96162

.-,"'--,,;
I. ;

Chairman
Federal Communications Commision
Washington, DC 20554

February .l.JE1993
. H CEIVED

APR -. 9' 1993

Dear Sir: fEDERALCOMM0NIGATlOOSC(».IMISSlON
(HiCE OFTHt SECRETARY

We just received a letter from our local Cable Television Company, WestStar, regarding the
"must carry" rule of the "Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992".
According to the letter, WestStar is required to carry all Reno broadcast stations invoking their
rights to be carried under the new law. So far three Reno stations have invoked their rights to be
carried. We understand that WestStar is currently at maximum broadcast channel capacity on its
present microwave system. In order for them to add the 3 Reno stations they have informed us
that they will have to drop 3 other channels from San Francisco or Sacramento. We strongly
object to this for the following reasons:

1. This ruling appears to be primarily in the interest of the Reno stations and advertisers with
no consideration given to the interests of the viewing public. Like ourselves, most residents
of the Truckee area are transplants from the San Francisco and Sacramento areas and
maintain their interest and focus on issues affecting California.

2. While we may be technically closer to Reno in air miles, we are in a different State and Reno
local news focuses primarily on issues affecting Nevada. We are residents of California, not
Nevada and identifY with Sacramento and San Francisco, not Reno.

3. California news of interest to us as residents including activities of the governor and
legislature, etc. are not carried by the Reno stations.

4. Our children and friends live mostly in the San Francisco and Sacramento areas. During the
San Francisco earthquake we were greatly concerned for the safety of our children and were
kept informed by watching San Francisco TV stations. The Reno stations by contfast

!.'"

provided only general network coverage which was of little value. \;Xl
r"""·,"1

5. During the 1992 election, the Reno stations refused to carry California election return
information even though WestStar requested that they do so. I

If the new law is truly a "Consumer Protection" act, then the rights and interests of the cOnsumers
should be paramount. .,.

Sincerely,

~;:-A-r.
Michael T. Gray



Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Sir:

~--.---"....' '-'-;'-- ,

..' ~.

RECEIVED
MASS MEDIA BUREAU

r:~'~ 2 " '99"I.,.tl ,)., J

VIDEO SERVICES

I quite honestly don't know if the FCC has jurisdiction

in this matter but in case it does I would like my voice to

be heard. I subscribe to a cable service, Cablevision of

Southern Connecticut. Since cable service is a utility I

cannot change carriers. I feel that the cable service is

violating my rights as a consumer of broadcast media by

taking all Connecticut stations except one off the cable

service and replacing these with New York stations.

Sinee the cable service is a New York company I think this

is~ case of their mutual back-scratching at my expense.

New' York stations do not cover Connecticut news at all.

The supposed "Connecticut Station" that cablevision plans

to implement will have v they sayv news and current topic

programs from Connecticut part time. That's not enough

for me. I rely on Connecticut stations for timely news

I need to know and for certain programming that New York

does not provide. Surely a cable company has the technology

to give Connecticut stations to Connecticut and New York

stations to New York. If you can help a~~f)

contact me. Thank you for your attentio~2

!MarjorieM. ~rson \,,(,_c' rc,~',j (, / Fi .,. Si~.lY yours,
32 'Westwooa'l?,gat[ L.bi j~ '~ •. ------ CC -)MAli I)""",. i:
Mi!fora, crr06460 ~, • 'VVM. "I

____<' .. ' .• •• ,___ //??::..z,~;'. ~-~1../'l,.~ ,,(.. (·<41ft ....

MarjOrie M. Nelson

,..
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February 26, 1993

FCC
Washington D.C. 20554
*Attention Mr. Dunlop

Dear Mr. Dunlop,

RECEIVED

'APr:l .., 9'1993

FEDERAl.. e..,'lJMUNICATlOO§CC».tMIS$ION
CfFICE OF Tlf seCRETAAY c..'

I would like to express my strong objection to applying the so
called "must carry" FCC rule indiscriminately, specifically in
situations where the implementation of the rule is contrary to the
needs of all subscribers of a cable system. I am a subscriber of
Weststar Cable in Truckee, California. This is a destination
resort for both summer and winter recreation, and consequently, a
vast majority of the homes are owned by out of town residents who
reside in the greater Sacramento and in the Greater San Francisco­
Oakland areas. Weststar Cable representatives tell me that more
than 80% of their subscribers are from the Sacramento-San
Francisco-Oakland region. The remaining 20% are full time local
residents who, in a vast majority of cases, are transplants from
the Sacramento-San Francisco region. There is virtually no
subscriber who has any ties or interest in the affairs of
neighboring Nevada, Reno in particular.

The Truckee area, being in a valley, has no off air TV
reception, and therefore, it is entirely dependent on a cable
service. Based on the demographics of the Truckee area, the
subscribers needs were best met by rebroadcasting most of the major
stations from the Sacramento-San Francisco-Oakland area. This is
about to change because of the "must carry II provision. The Truckee
area is classified as being within the Reno, Nevada viewing area,
and therefore, it must comply with the requests from numerous Reno
stations to carry their programs on the TV Cable Network. until
now, we had two Reno stations, one of which was a Spanish language
station, and with this mix, everyone was satisfied. Because of the
"must carry" provision, several Reno stations requested that they
be carried on the Cable Network. Because of the full capacity of
Weststar Cable's channels, the only way to accommodate the Reno
stations is to drop most of the Sacramento-San Francisco-Oakland
stations. The subscribers at Weststar Cable are not interested in
the goings-on of Nevada or the local news in Reno. We are most
anxious to receive the local news, sport events and local
programming of our California home town stations in Sacramento, San
Francisco, and Oakland. vital public information is disseminated
to us via these stations, such as road conditions, none of which is
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available from the Reno based stations. A Weststar Cable
representative tells me that there are only five cable companies
nationally which have this peculiar situation of having nearly all
of its subscribers coming from an area other than the local viewing
area. I strongly request that you interpret the "must carry" law
prudently, and give an exemption to these unique and few cable
companies.

Sinc~~~
Jo:ll Farkas
77~ Sierra Dr.
Roseville, Ca. 95746

CC: Congressman John Doolittle (attention Mr. Glen BUbral)
6224 Santa Clara Dr. #260 Roseville, Ca. 95661


